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Dear Sir/Madam 

DEREGULATION PLAN FOR ANIMAL HEALTH AND WELFARE 

Under the Government's deregulation initiative, which extends to all 
areas of Departments' work, the Agriculture Departments for Great 
Britain have drawn up the attached deregulation plan for the animal 
health and welfare field. It sets out the Government's policy 
objectives for and general approach to animal health and welfare 
before considering in more detail the strategy to be followed in 
relation both to European Community and domestic legislation. It 
emphasises the need for consultation with the industries concerned 
and records the results of certain consultations already carried 
out. A proposed action plan is then set out for the current year. 
Finally any comments and suggestions are sought. 

Ministers are anxious that a wide range of views should be taken 
into account and if you have any comments on the plan I would be 
grateful if they could be sent to me by 9 July 1993. 

For clarification I should point out that the subject of meat 
hygiene has been dealt with in a separate plan for the whole area of 
food law, circulated on 24 February 1993. Copies of this plan may 
be obtained from Mr T Norton, Room 329, Ergon House, 17 Smith 
Square, London SW1 P 3 JR. 

In order to help inform debate on the issues raised by this letter, 
we intend to make copies of the responses received publicly 
available at the end of the consultation period. They will be 
available from the main Ministry Library at 3 Whitehall Place, 

London SW1A 2HH (telephone 071 270 8421 ) who will supply copies on 
request to personal callers or telephone enquirers who may reproduce 
further copies. It will be assumed, therefore, that your response 
can be made publicly available in this way unless you clearly 
indicate that you wish all or part of your response to be excluded 
from this arrangement. 



Yours faithfully 




M T HADDON 

Under Secretary 
Health and Veterinary Group 



Animal 
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DEREGULATION PLAN FOR ANIMAL HEALTH AND WELFARE 



POLICY OBJECTIVES AND GENERAL APPROACH 

1 . Great Britain enjoys a generally high animal health 
status. This partly reflects our island situation but also 
results from the animal health policies pursued by successive 
Governments in partnership with the livestock industry over the 
last 100 years and continued following our membership of the 
European Community (see paragraphs 6 to 9 below). The present 
Government is no less concerned than its predecessors to 
maintain the position. 

2. The general objective of animal health policy accordingly 
remains to protect the animal health status of the livestock 
industry by preventing so far as possible the importation of 
exotic diseases and taking action to eradicate or control 
disease outbreaks to the extent that it is possible and 
cost-effective to do so. In practice a wide range of endemic 
diseases are technically and economically inappropriate for such 
action and are left unregulated. In some cases the prevention 
and control of animal diseases makes an important contribution 
to safeguarding human health. Even where there is no risk to 
human health, the serious animal diseases represent a potential 
source of major economic loss, in terms both of productivity and 
of export opportunities, as well as a threat to animal welfare. 

3. While there are some steps which individual producers can 
and should take to minimise their animals ' exposure to disease 
risks, freedom from disease is to a significant extent a public 
good, in that the best efforts of the majority can be undermined 
by the actions or omissions of an irresponsible minority. The 
principle of a regulatory approach to animal health has long 
been recognised by Government, both here and elsewhere, and is 
supported by the livestock industry. The burden of animal 
health controls on individual producers is in practice very 
light, except where a disease situation is found requiring 
statutory action to be taken. Deregulation in this sector is 
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therefore essentially a matter of avoiding or removing controls 
which are excessive or not sufficiently well justified in terms 
of the benefits to health. This inevitably involves an element 
of risk analysis. 

4. 0 n farm animal welfare too Great Britain prides itself in 
maintaining the highest standards. The Government's policy 
objective both at home and in the European Community (see 
paragraph 10 below) is accordingly to ensure standards of 
treatment of animals on farms, in transport, at markets and at 
slaughter, which meet the public perception of civilised 
behaviour towards other sentient beings in the light of 
developing scientific knowledge on animal physiology and 
behaviour. The Government is advised by the independent Farm 
Animal Welfare Council which reflects a balanced view taking 
account not only of welfare considerations but also of economic 
realities and the needs of the livestock industry. Public 
opinion in this country is strongly in favour of high standards 
of animal welfare and there is a range of welfarist 
organisations dedicated to pressing for welfare improvements. 
High welfare standards can often be in producers' own interests. 
But in some instances, e.g. increased space and mobility for 
intensively reared animals, there can be a cost to producers 
which is not recoverable from additional returns from the 
market. There is therefore no real alternative to a regulatory 
approach and the scope for deregulation is inevitably limited. 
The case for new controls or increased welfare standards will 
however have to pass the most rigorous scrutiny. 

5. In the fields of animal health and welfare as elsewhere 
the Agriculture Departments are applying the following 
principles : 

regulation last: the regulatory approach will be followed 
only where fully justified and where some less burdensome 
route (e.g. through codes of conduct) is seen to be 
inadequate; 
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need criteria: all national and EC regulation will be 
examined against strict need criteria and, in the case of 
legislation arising out of EC obligations, the principle 
of subsidiarity; 

cost: the EC Commission will be asked to produce 
compliance cost assessments for appropriate new proposals 
for EC legislation; and we will produce such assessments 
for all proposed national legislation; 

competition: in implementing Community law, we will seek 
to ensure that UK industry is not placed at a 
disadvantage compared with its competitors in other 
Member States; 

consultation: business representatives will be fully 
consulted at the earliest possible stage on the effect of 
proposed new regulations on their own sectors. 



THE EC DIMENSION 

6. The existence of the Common Agricultural Policy and the 

Single European Market make both animal health and animal 
welfare clearly matters of Community competence. In practice 
animal health legislation is now largely harmonised and led by 
Community Directives providing both for disease control measures 
and for conditions of trade between parts of the Community with 
different disease status. The completion of the Single Market 
has in particular meant the dismantling of our previous system 
of import controls and much greater reliance is placed on the 
system of veterinary certification at point of origin. Where 
the controls in place in this country are required by Community 
law, as most of them are, deregulation can only be pursued at 
the Community level. We will continue to keep the framework of 
Community controls under review and where there is a clear case 
for deregulation we will seek their removal, as we did 
successfully last year with the restrictions on areas and 
holdings infected with Blue-Eared Pig Disease. 
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7. We have to accept that the overall benefits of a common 

animal health policy, which are substantial, may in some cases 
require us to impose restrictions or undertake monitoring 
activities which we would not consider justified if we were 
operating an animal health policy for the UK alone. But our 
approach in detailed negotiations on new Community legislation 
will continue to be to minimise the impact on the UK industry 
and on public expenditure consistently with the achievement of 
the necessary health safeguards . A recent example has been the 
Commission's proposals for a Council Directive on the 
identification and registration of animals, where we succeeded 
last year under the UK Presidency in reducing the potential 
burden on farmers to a manageable level, minimising the change 
from the system already in place in this country. 

8. In implementing Community animal health legislation we 

will also continue to keep the impact on the UK industry down to 
the minimum necessary. In some instances, e.g. on Enzootic 
Bovine Leukosis and on certain diseases of poultry, we have been 
able to meet Community requirements or provide export 
opportunities for our livestock producers on the basis of 
voluntary schemes providing attested health status. In others, 
e.g. for scrapie and other diseases of sheep and goats covered 
by the 1991 Directive, we have taken the minimum action 
necessary to make the disease notifiable and to monitor the 
level of incidence. Where Community legislation provides 
latitude in particular circumstances to reduce the level of 
control, we normally take advantage of this, as we have recently 
done in extending the testing interval for TB in cattle from 3 
to 4 years throughout most of the country. We have been 
reviewing our arrangements for control of artificial 
insemination under the relevant EC Directive and have identified 
certain aspects on which the extent of Ministry involvement is 
probably excessive and can be reduced. We are proposing to 
review the arrangements for approval of disinfectants (required 
under EC Directives) to see if administrative burdens on the 
industry and on the Agriculture Departments can be reduced. 
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9. It has of course to be recognised that the British 
interest will in some cases require us to take a stance in EC 
negotiations on animal health which is the opposite of 
deregulatory : our firm stance against dismantling our defences 
against rabies and our efforts to secure satisfactory safeguards 
against the introduction of Aujeszky's Disease in imported pigs 
are examples of this. In the case of controls on salmonella in 
poultry, which imposed a substantial new burden on UK producers 
in the wake of the 1988/9 crisis of consumer confidence in 
British eggs, we have proceeded on both fronts: we have reviewed 
our national controls and reduced the burden on our industry in 
the light of a report from the Advisory Committee on the 
Microbiological Safety of Food, while at the same time 
successfully negotiating an EC Directive which will ensure that 
from January 1994 other Member States are required to put 
parallel measures in place, thus redressing the competitive 
disadvantage of our industry. 

1 0 . The Government regards farm animal welfare as a matter 
which must be tackled at the Community level and cannot be left 
to the discretion of individual Member States . Community 
legislation on animal welfare is less well-developed than on 
animal health and leaves a number of areas uncovered or 
inadequately covered. Since the legislation on the welfare of 
animals on the farm is expressed in terms of minimum standards, 
this does not prevent the UK applying stricter standards to our 
own industry. In a number of cases, notably on veal crates and 
close confinement of pigs, we have responded to public opinion 
and FAWC advice by taking regulatory action which has not been 
fully reflected in subsequent legislation at Community level. 

The Government's policy is to pursue every opportunity to raise 
Community standards to match our own. It has however also been 
necessary to reassure the UK industry that, in general, further 
unilateral welfare legislation will be avoided and action will 
be sought on a Community basis. 
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NATIONAL ANIMAL HEALTH MEASURES 



11. Despite the harmonisation of animal health legislation at 
Community level, there remain a small number of national 
measures for the protection of animal health, mostly of long 
standing, which are not reflected in Community law. Their 
number was reduced last year by the decision to deregulate sheep 
scab, in the light of the evidence that the system of 
notification and compulsory dipping was not proving effective in 
preventing the spread of this condition and that there are 
perfectly effective products which farmers can use to treat the 
disease. We will continue to keep those remaining under review. 
We propose to give particular consideration to the system of 
licensing of the movement and sale of pigs, where it should be 
possible to devise arrangements which are more cost-effective 
and less of a burden on herd owners while preserving the 
necessary safeguards against spread of disease: the Commission 
have shown some interest in seeing measures along these lines 
adopted at Community level. We are consulting the industry on 
proposed minor changes to the controls on TB in deer, which 
should reduce the impact on herd owners . 

CONSULTATION 

12. It is standard procedure to consult all interests, in 
particular the industry and, in the case of animal welfare, the 
leading welfarist organisations, on new proposals and to keep 
them informed of progress in Community negotiations. Where 
appropriate we ask the industry to help with the preparation of 
compliance cost assessments so that these are as firmly based as 
possible . 

13. It is also important from time to time to look at the 
totality of regulatory controls in force so as to identify areas 
where deregulation may have become possible. In response to a 
list of the animal health and welfare controls sent to them last 
year as part of a comprehensive list of controls in the 
agricultural sector, the National Farmers Union have recently 
expressed concern on a number of issues in the animal health and 
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welfare field; these are set out below with an indication of the 
action which is being taken: 

(i) EC Live Poultry and Hatching Eggs Directive : "the 
requirement for inspection of the flock of origin within 
24 hours of exporting is impractical. 1 ' We agree . We 
have taken the point up with the Commission who have 
accepted it and have submitted to the Council a proposal 
to amend the Directive; 

( ii ) Welfare of Battery Hens : "the rules on space 
allowances in the UK Regulations go beyond the 
requirements of the EC Directive in certain respects. 

This creates an anomaly in relation to cage heights and, 
if unaltered, would prohibit from 1995 certain cage 
designs currently in use in the UK." We have already 
accepted this point and have undertaken to amend the 
Regulations to allow the continued use of such cages 
after 1995; 

( iii ) Salmonella in Poultry : "the present controls, 
applied in the UK only, are excessive, particularly for 
laying hens, and should be replaced by measures under an 
EC Zoonoses Directive." We broadly agree. The Minister 
announced on 9 February that the controls would be 
brought in line with the recently agreed Directive. As a 
consequence the registration, testing and compulsory 
slaughter of commercial egg-laying flocks was 
discontinued with effect from 25 February; 

(iv) Licensing of Poultry Slaughterers : "the requirement 
for a licence from a local authority is unnecessary, 
given the requirement for a certificate of competence." 
The objective of ensuring that poultry slaughtermen 
possess a practical understanding of the requirements of 
humane slaughter is not in question. We will however 
consider with the industry whether there are simpler 
means of meeting the objective taking account of 
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legislative restraints and expected developments such as 
the setting up of the National Meat Hygiene Service and 
the adoption of an EC Directive on the protection of 
animals at slaughter. 

^ v ^ -Salmonella i n Feedingstuf f s : "the present code of 
practice for the storage and handling of feedingstuff 
ingredients imposes costs on UK producers which are 
disproportionate to the risk to the final customers." We 
agree that the code of practice should be reviewed with 
the interests concerned . The code is purely voluntary 
and was drawn up in 1989 in consultation with the NFU f 
the feedings tuff s industry and others concerned, as part 
of a set of codes covering different aspects of 
feedings e_uf f s production. Subsequent surveys of 
contamination in f eedingstuf f s ingredients have provided 
more information on the areas of risk. We believe that 
the codes have contributed to the improved salmonella 
status of feedingstuf fs since 1989 and they were 
supported by the Expert Group on Animal Feedingstuf fs , 
which reported last year. But, given the NFU criticism, 
it seems appropriate to review the detail of the 
ingredients code in the light of the latest information. 



SUMMARY OF DEREGULATORY ACTION PLANNED FOR 1993 

14. The following deregulatory action on animal health and 
welfare is planned for 1993: 

(i) Measures. under EC legislation 

- complete action on revision of controls on salmonella 
in poultry - announce decision by 1 July 1993; 

complete review of AI controls and initiate action - by 
1 July 1993; 
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- review arrangements for approval of disinfectants with 
a view to reducing administrative burdens on industry 
and on the Department - by 1 July 1993; 

~ secure amendment of Live Poultry and Hatching Eggs 
Directive to remove requirement for inspection within 
24 hours of exporting - timing dependent on Council; 

- amend Welfare of Battery Hens Regulations to remove 
anomaly on height rule after 1995 - by end of 1993; 

- consider with the industry the scope for streamlining 
the licensing of poultry slaughtermen - initiate 
discussions by 1 July 1993. 

(ii) Measures under UK legislation only 

- review controls on movement of pigs, in consultation 
with industry, and prepare plan of action as 
appropriate - by 1 July 1993; 

- complete action on changes to controls on TB in deer - 
by 1 July 1993; 

- review Market Sales and Lairs Order 1925 (as amended) - 
by end of 1993; 

- review code of practice on f eedingstuf f s ingredients 
with all interests concerned - by 1 July 1993. 

FURTHER ACTION 

1 5 . The Agriculture Departments would welcome further 
comments and suggestions in order to maintain the momentum of 
our deregulatory programme. Any such ideas will be considered 
as part of what is a continuing exercise. 



MAY 1993 
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